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REMARKS 



Applicant amended independent claim 1 to clarify that the GUI is executing on a client 
computer, and to further clarify that the client computer communicates the second search 
parameter to the second search engine to cause the second search engine to perform a search 
based on the second search parameter. Support for this clarification is provided, for example, at 
page 3, lines 7-23, page 4, lines 4-25 and page 5, lines 19-28 of the originally filed application. 
Applicant similarly amended independent claims 21 and 28. Applicant further amended claim 
28 to recite an apparatus that comprises a computer system and memory, and a computer 
readable medium comprising instruction that when executed cause the computer system to 
operate in the manner recited in the claim. 

Additionally, applicant amended claims 22-24 to make the language in the preambles of 
claims 22-24 consistent with the language of the preamble of independent claim 21. 

The examiner rejected claims 1-2, 5, 7-9, 11-13, 16-17, 20, 22 and 25-28 as being 
unpatentable over Page ("The PageRank Citation Ranking: Bringing Order to the Web," 1998) in 
view of U.S. 2004/0122808 (Martin et al.). The examiner also rejected claims 10, 14-15, 19 and 
24 as being unpatentable over Page et al. in view of Martin et al., and further in view of Kyne et 
al. (US Patent 6,615,237), and claims 3-4 and 23 as being unpatentable over Page et al. in view 
of Martin et al., and further in view of Minard (US Patent 6,247,020). 

Applicant's amended independent claim 1 recites "communicating the second search 
parameter from the client computer to the second search engine to cause the second search 
engine to perform a search based on the second search parameter." Thus, it is the client 
computer that communicates the second search parameter to a second search engine. 

The examiner admitted that "Page et al. does not teach 'parsing a URL associated with 
the first search result from the first engine to extract a second parameter for a second search 
engine.'" (Final Action, page 4). Page, therefore, also fails to teach "communicating the second 
search parameter from the client computer to the second search engine to cause the second 
search engine to perform a search based on the second search parameter," as required by 
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applicant's independent claim 1. Indeed, all Page discloses is a comparison of results obtained 
by two different search engines. 

With respect to the Martin reference, the examiner stated in the Final Action: 

Martin et al. teaches "parsing a URL associated with the first 
search result from the first 

search engine to extract a second search parameter for a second search 
engine" (see Martin el al., [0053] for parsing URL of the web page 
containing the search result to extract keywords and see [0084] for using 
keywords for .searching at another search engine). 

It would have been obvious lo a person having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate Martin et al.'s 
teaching to Page et al. system by adding the feature of parsing a URL 
associated with the first search result from the first search engine to 
extract a second search parameter for a second search engine. Skilled 
artisan would have been motivated to do so, as suggested by Martin et 
al. ([0029], [0075] and [0084]), to provide an effective way to 
automatically search other search engines using the search parameters 
submitted to the first search engine, in addition. Page et al. and Martin et 
al. teach features that are directed to analogous art and they are directed 
to the same field of endeavor, such as, searching multiple search 
engines and displaying results comprising a plurality of URL links (see 
Page et al.. page 9 and Fig. 6 and see Martin et al., [0028] and [0029], 
this close relation between the two references highly suggests an 
expectation of success as combined. 



Martin describes a computer system that includes a client computer 101, one or more web 
server computer 102 (on which search engines may be executing) and a message server 103 that 
includes message units (page 2, paragraphs 3 1-34). These message units include content (e.g., 
advertisements data, URLs, etc.) that can be sent to the client computer 101 (page 3, paragraph 
40). Martin explains: 



[0082] In step 624, client computer 101 receives a keyword ID and a list of 
advertiser IDs from message server computer 103, if any. The list of 
advertiser H>s identify search message units 301 that relate to the keyword. 
For example, if the keyword is "car" and there is a search message unit 301 
containing an advertisement for a car company who is interested in search 
requests with the word "car" in it, the advertiser ID for that search 
message unit 301 is sent by message server computer 103 to client computer 
101. The keyword ID is an arbitrarily assigned identification for the 
keyword. The keyword D3 may be used for statistical and logging purposes 
(e.g., how many times the word "car" appeared in a search request). Search 
message units 301 in client computer 101 whose advertiser IDs match those 
in the list of advertiser IDs received from message computer 103 are 
deemed triggered for processing. 
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[0083] In step 626, context watcher 205 identifies the triggered search 
message units 301 and accordingly alerts message processor 203 to process 
them. 

[0084] A triggered search message unit 301 with a displayable message 
content may be processed by displaying its content. A triggered search 
message unit 301 with an executable message content may be processed by 
running its content. For example, a search message unit 301 may include a 
hyperlink to the URL of one or more web pages designated to contain a 
search result for a particular keyword. As a further example, a message 
server computer 103, another search engine (Le., not the "original" search 
engine the end-user is actively using), or both may perform a search for the 
keyword and post the search results on a designated web page pointed to by 
a search message unit 301 that has been triggered for processing. A message 
server computer 103 may request the other search engine to perform the 
search after the message server computer 103 receives the keyword from 
client computer 101 and deems the keyword relevant. (Emphasis added, 
Martin, page 6, paragraphs 82-84). 

Thus, unlike applicant's independent claim 1, it is the message server 103 that causes 
another search to be performed by another search engine. The message server 103 then sends to 
the client computer 101 data that may include hyperlinks to the URL on which the other search 
results are held. The client computer 101 does not itself communicate to the other search engine 
the search request (e.g., search parameter) to cause the other search engine to perform the search. 
Martin, therefore, fails to disclose or suggest at least the features of "communicating the second 
search parameter from the client computer to the second search engine to cause the second 
search engine to perform a search based on the second search parameter," as required by 
applicant's independent claim 1. 

Because neither Page nor Martin discloses or suggests, alone or in combination, at least 
the features of "communicating the second search parameter from the client computer to the 
second search engine to cause the second search engine to perform a search based on the second 
search parameter," applicant's independent claim 1 and the claims depending lErom it are 
patentable over the cited art. 

Applicant's independent claims 21 and 28 recite "communicate the second search 
parameter from the client computer to the second search engine to cause the second search 
engine to perform a search based on the second search parameter," or similar language. For 
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reasons similar to those provided with respect to independent claim 1, at least these features are 
not disclosed by the cited art. Applicant's independent claims 21 and 28, and the respective 
claims depending from them, are therefore patentable over the cited art. 

Furthermore, applicant contends that a person having ordinary skill in the art would not 
have a reason to combine Page and Martin to arrive at the invention of independent claim 1. 
Particularly, as noted above, Page includes a figure (Figure 6) in which search results generated 
by two different search engines are displayed side-by-side. The two sets of search results are 
shown in this configuration to compare the performance results of the two engines. But the 
generation of the search results of the two search engines are performed independently from each 
other. In other words, Page does not seek to use search parameters entered for a first engine to 
cause another search engine to automatically launch a search based on the search parameters of 
the first engine. The two search engines represented in Page's Figure 6 do not at all interact with 
each other (indeed, as noted above, the examiner admitted that "Page et al. does not teach 
'parsing a URL associated with the first search result from the first engine to extract a second 
parameter for a second search engine. "'). Thus, because Page is not directed to having two 
search engines interact with each other, the person of ordinary skill in the art would have no 
reason to combine Page with Martin's disclosure that is related to the use of a user's search 
request with another search engine. 

For this reason too, then, applicant's independent claim 1, as well as independent claims 
21 and 28, and the respective claims of claims 1, 21 and 28, are patentable over the cited art. 

It is believed that all the rejections and/or objections raised by the examiner have been 
addressed. 

In view of the foregoing, applicant respectfully submits that the application is in 
condition for allowance and such action is respectfully requested at the examiner's earliest 
convenience. 

All of the dependent claims are patentable for at least the reasons for which the claims on 
which they depend are patentable. 

Canceled claims, if any, have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. 
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Any circumstance in which the applicant has (a) addressed certain comments of the 
examiner does not mean that the applicant concedes other comments of the examiner, (b) made 
arguments for the patentability of some claims does not mean that there are not other good 
reasons for patentability of those claims and other claims, or (c) amended or canceled a claim 
does not mean that the applicant concedes any of the examiner's positions with respect to that 
claim or other claims. 

Enclosed is a Petition for One Month Extension of Time. The fees in the amount of $120 
are being paid concurrently on the Electronic Filing System (EFS) by way of Deposit Account 
authorization. Please apply any other required fees to deposit account 06-1050, referencing the 
attorney docket number shown above. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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